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Fro m th e  o ffic e  o f
Ch a irm a n  Do u g  Litt le

Arizo n a  Co rp o ra tio n  Co mmis s io n
1200 W. WASHINGTON
PHOENIX, ARIZONA

(602) 542-0745

TO: Docke t Control

DATE : August 19, 2016

FROM: Cha irma n Doug Little 's  Office

S UBJECT: APS E-01345A-16-0036
APS E-01345A_16-0123

Chainman Little 's  office  rece ived 1 email with a ttachment, re ferencing and
commenting on the  above docket number. The emails  can be viewed via  the  Docket
link on the  webs ite , or in Docke t.
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Andrea Gaston

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Craig Watts <cw_nm@yahoo,com>
Friday, July 15, 2016 2:56 PM
Little-Web
APS Proposed Rate Cases
2016+ my comments to commission).pdf

Dear Commissioner Little,

I am forwarding my comments regarding the APS Proposed Rate Increases to you so that my
concerns are made apart of these cases. My comments are attached as a PDF file.

If you have any questions or need any clarification, please contact me.

Please reply to this message so I know it was received and that you could open the attached file.

Thank you for taking the time to hear my concerns.

Sincerely,
5_01345A~16-0036
:~I0345A~I6_0123

Craig

This Message Is From Craig Watts
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Cra ig Watts
21835 n. 263'd Drive
Buckeye , AZ 85396
July 15, 2016

Commiss ioners
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion

Re: APS Proposed Rate  Increase

Docket Nos. E-01345A-16-0036
E-10345A-16-0123

Dear Commiss ioners .

I am a  current solar customer of APS and believe  some of its  proposals  in the  ra te  request a re  not
in the  inte re s t of formula ting GOOD PUBLIC POLICY. I be lie ve  the  Commiss ion ha s  a
fiducia ry re spons ibility to the  citizens  of Arizona  to ope ra te  a s  follows :

l. The  Comlnis s ion's  firs t re spons ibility is  to re vie w ra te  re que s t a nd ONLY a pprove  ra te
increases  tha t crea te  GOOD PUBLIC POLICY,

2. The  Commiss ion's  second re spons ibility is  to ONLY approve  ra te  increases  tha t provide
a  reasonable  ra te  of re turn for a  company and not ones tha t provide  a  re turn for the
company tha t is  unreasonable /unjust,

3. The  Comlniss ion's  third re spons ibility is  to ONLY a pprove  ra te  incre a se s  the  prope rly
a lloca te  a  company's  cost in an appropria te  manner without placing unfa ir burdens on
customers  trying to conserve  our limited na tura l resources  (trying to lower energy usage) .

4. Conse rving our limite d na tura l re source s  is  GOOD P UBLIC P OLICY.
5. Encouraging a  company and customers  to develop/use  renewal, susta inable  energy is

GOOD P UBLIC P OLICY.
6. Continuing to re ly on the  use  of non-renewal energy sources  (foss il fue ls  and nuclea r

e ne rgy) is  BAD P UBLIC P OLICY,
7. Customer sola r sys tems which feed excess  genera ted e lectricity back into the  grid for

othe r cus tomers  use  is  GOOD PUBLIC POLICY because :
a . These  systems genera te  renewable , susta inable  energy,
b. These  systems a re  less  expensive  per kilowatt than s imila r systems deve loped by

APS ,
c. The  cos t of these  sys tems is  NOT pa id for by ra te  paye rs ,
d. The  excess  e lectricity genera ted by these  systems and fed back into the  grid for

use  by others reduces/postpones the  need for APS to build new generating
facilitie s  which cos t much more  pe r kilowa tt of e lectricity than the  cos t of
customer owned systems (the  cost of APS constructing, mainta ining, and
opera ting these  systems would be  paid for by customers and included in the  ra tes ,
whereas the  same cost of customer owned systems is  not paid for by customers
and is  not in the  ra tes).

In addition, I have  the  following specific comments  about APS 's  current reques t:

1. Firs t re ga rding sola r ra te s :
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a . It appears  APS wants  to e limina te  the  buy-back program for excess  genera ted
e lectricity from cus tomer sola r sys tems. Current ra te s  provide  for a  payment to
customers  a t the  end of December a t a  minimal ra te  (~2.9 cents /kilowatt hour)
which, I be lieve , is  comparable  to wholesa le  e lectricity ra tes .

b. There  does not appear to be  any proposal to compensate  customers for this  excess
genera ted e lectricity annually. Also, there  does  not appear to be  any proposa l to
ca rry forward this  credit from one  yea r to the  next. If this  is  indeed the  proposa l,
a llowing APS to take  without compensa ting cus tomers  for the  excess  e lectricity is
by a ll common de finitions  a  crime  of the ft. Taking without compensa tion is
s trictly prohibited unde r the  US  Cons titution.

c. If the  above  is  accura te  (e limina ting the  buy-back program and the  lack of a  new
carry-forward credit program), this  would crea te  a  ma jor dis incentive  to cus tomer
ins ta lled sola r sys tems. This  would result in the  crea tion of an unfa ir advantage
for APS owned solar systems over customer owned solar systems. As s ta ted
above, customer solar system genera ted e lectricity is  much less expensive  than
APS owned systems (APS systems are  included in the  ra tes, customer owned
sys tems  a re  not). This  would crea te  BAD PUBLIC POLICY because  of the
disincentives for the  cheaper systems as  well la rger ra tes  than would otherwise  be
required.

Second regarding general rates and the proposed "De ma nd Cha rge ":
a . it appears  the  proposa l would crea te  a  new demand charge  which would impact

a ll ra te  payers .
b. Such a  proposa l would impact those  cus tomers  us ing the  leas t amount of

e lectricity to a  much la rger extent than la rger use rs . One  could a rgue  tha t it is
unfa ir to compare  a  small residentia l user trying to conserve  energy usage  to a
large  company because  the  company has a  much larger need for e lectricity.
However, some of the  smallest residentia l users  such as  those  trying the ir best to
conserve  energy and those  in the  lowest economic spectrum of socie ty would be
impacted to a  much larger extent than residentia l users  which have  a  need for
more  e lectricity. This  is  s imila r to sa le s  taxes  which disproportiona te ly impact
the  most margina lized with the  leas t income compared to those  in socie ty with
more  income. Our income tax sys tem is  progress ive  (those  with more  can a fford
to pay more , those  with less  cannot afford to pay the  same percentage  of the ir
income to taxes).
I request the  Commiss ion investiga te  this  proposa l thoroughly and if the
Commission determines a  demand charge is  appropria te , then the demand charge
be based on a system that encourages customers to reduce their energy use and
not discoura ge  such. To do othe rwise  is  BAD P UBLIC P OLICY.

Third rega rding gene ra l ra te s  and the  proposed "Alloca tion of Cos t Amo n g Va rious
Ra te  Compone nts ":

I be lieve  a ll cos t a ssocia ted with the  genera tion of e lectricity should be  included
in the  cost component for genera tion and not included in genera l system charges
such as  office  overhead, e tc. This  means a ll personnel, equipment, supplies , e tc.
should be accounted for in the  generation component and not as a  general system
charge . Furthermore , the  kilowatt ra te  for genera tion should include  a ll these  cost
so the  cost is  proportionate ly shared among the  users based on the  amount of
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e lectricity each uses . Lis ting any component of genera tion as  a  genera l system
cha rge  crea te s  a  dis incentive  to minimize  the  use  of e lectricity. Minimizing the
use  of e lectricity which minimizes  the  impact to our limited re sources  is  GOOD
P UBLIC P OLICY; doing othe rwis e  is  BAD P UBLIC P OLICY.
The  same philosophy applies  for everything necessary to provide  e lectricity to the
use r (a ll dis tribution cos t, e tc.).

Respective ly Submitted,
Cra ig Watts  7/15/16
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